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Examiner in his Response and are thereby again traversing Examiner's rejections under 35 
U.S.C. 102 and 103. 

Please amend the Specification as follows: 

Please replace the paragraph beginning at page 4, line 19 with the following amended 
paragraph: 



A common approach to solving bottlenecks caused by databases is by replicating the data base. 

10 As the name implies, a replicated data base has a copy at another location. When a set of 
replicated databases is set up, methods are specified for keeping the replications consistent. A 
replicated database may be a complete copy of the database it is a replication of, or a partial 
copy. In the latter case, the partial copy is termed a materialized view. A materialized view 
may be read only, in which case, it is kept consistent with the database it is a copy of, but cannot 

15 be updated by the user, or it may be updateable, in which case the data items in the materialized 
view may be updated and the updates are propagated to the database of which the materialized 
view is a copy. A replicated database system provided by Oracle Corporation, of Redwood 
Shores, CA, USA, is described in detail in the document Oracle 8i Replication, available in 
May, 2001 at http i / / technet . oracle . com/doc/ server . 815/ 

20 

Remarks 

The amendment to the Specification 

Removing the http :/ / portion of the URL renders the URL unexecutable. 

25 Rebuttal of Examiner's arguments concerning the Bogantz reference 

The meaning of the term "distributed database system" in Applicants f claims and specification 
Applicants clearly set forth the issue between Examiner and Applicants at par. 4, page 1 1 of 
their Response of 3/10/05: "The first issue here is whether Bogantz can be reasonably 
30 characterized as a 'distributed database system 1 as that term is used in Applicants 1 Specification." 
Examiner states in his Response to arguments that "Applicant does not particularly point to the 
specification for an explicit definition of the term "distributed database system". Applicant is 
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now so doing. To begin with, Applicants' claims do not set forth just a "distributed database 

system", but rather "a distributed database system that includes a plurality of database systems" 

(claim 5, line 5) Claim 15 sets forth the same thing in slightly different language: "Apparatus 

that redirects at least a part of a request received in a particular database system belonging to a 

5 distributed database system to another database system in the distributed database system" 

(claim 15, lines 1-3). The "distributed database system" of the claims thus includes "a plurality 

of database systems". The "distributed database system" of the claims is fully supported by 

FIG. 2 and the description beginning at page 12, line 10. As set forth at page 12, line 15, 

FIG. 2 shows how a distributed database system with a materialized view site can 
10 be modified to make the materialized view site function as a queryable cache. 

Database system 201 in FIG. 2 includes a redirecting database system 203 which 
is a modified materialized view site and a redirection target database system 229 
which is a master site for redirecting database system 203. 

15 

Moreover, the term the "database systems" that are included in the "distributed database 
systems" "include[] a query engine 205 and a database 225" (Specification, page 13, line 26). 
That is, each of the database systems can independently execute a query received in the database 
system. It should further be pointed out here that if FIG. 1 is viewed in the context of the 
20 discussion of claim 2, it is apparent that master def site 103, master site 1 19, and MV site 121 
are in fact also database systems, and that FIG 1 therefore also discloses "a distributed database 
system that includes a plurality of database systems". 

In his Response to arguments, Examiner argues that since Applicants' Specification does not 

25 define the term "distributed database system", Examiner is free to interpret the term as 

A database implemented on a network. The component partitions are distributed 
over various nodes (stations) of the network, (final Office action, page 7) 

For the reasons set forth above, the cited definition is not a reasonable interpretation of the term 
30 "distributed database system" as that term is used in Applicants' claims. Put positively, 
Applicants' claim language and Applicants' Specification require that the "distributed database 
system" of Applicants' claims be interpreted as "a distributed database system that includes a 
plurality of database systems", as set forth in claim 5 itself. 

35 The failure ofBogantz to anticipate claims 5-7,10-16, and 19-24 
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Because Applicants 1 claims must be interpreted as being addressed to methods that are practiced 
in and apparatus that is employed in "a distributed database system that includes a plurality of 
database systems" and claims 5-7, 10-16, and 19-24 are all addressed to such methods and 
apparatus, none of these claims is anticipated by Bogantz, which does not disclose "a distributed 
5 database system that includes a plurality of database systems", but rather "a single database 
system that contains multiple databases" (Response of 3/10/05, page 11, lines 35-36). In his 
Response to arguments, Examiner treats Applicants' characterization of Bogantz as "a single 
database system that contains multiple databases" as "merely applicants opinions and or 
conclusions". 

10 

Applicants will now show why the disclosure of Bogantz compels such a characterization. At 

col. 1, lines 14-16, Bogantz defines the kind of database system he discloses: 

a replicated database system is a database system that comprises a plurality of 
databases each having an identical set of records, (emphasis added) 

15 

Throughout his disclosure, Bogantz describes his system in the above fashion, as a database 
system having a plurality of databases. It should further be pointed out that there is no 
indication whatever in Bogantz that the databases are geographically distributed. The reasons 
given by Bogantz for having a plurality of databases are the following: 

20 Replicated databases improve reliability as each database generally includes the 

exact data as the other databases. Processing time is also improved as each of the 
databases may be accessed simultaneously by different users. Database operations 
themselves are transparent to the user as any of the databases may supply the 
desired data. Further, if any one database should fail, there are a number of other 

25 databases available to perform the identical function of the failed database. 

By contrast, a major factor underlying the design of Applicants' distributed database system is 
the desire to bring the individual database systems making up the distributed database system 
closer to their users. See in this regard page 4, lines 8-30 of Applicants' specification 

30 

Bogantz* FIG. 1 shows a replicated database system of the kind he discloses. The description 
begins at col. 1, line 38: 

The database system 10 comprises a plurality of replicated databases 11-13, a 
database provisioning system 14 and a database querying system 16. 

35 
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There is a single database querying system 16 in FIG. 1. It is described as follows beginning at 
col. 1, line 49: 

The database querying system 16 is configured to retrieve specific records from 
the databases 11-13 as requested by one of a number of database users 18 

5 accessing the database system 10. The actual database accessed by the database 

querying system 16 is transparent to the database user because the database 
querying system 16 determines the replicated database to which it sends the data 
request/query. As with most replicated database systems, the database querying 
system 16 may choose a different database for subsequent requests of the same 

1 0 data such that there is a need for database synchronicity . 

The fact that there is a single querying system 16 in FIG. 1 is a strong indication that Bogantz* 
system is exactly what he terms it: a database system with a plurality of databases. As one 
would expect, there is nothing in Applicants' FIG. 1 or FIG. 2 that is in any way comparable to 

15 the single querying system 16 of Bogantz' FIG. 1. Because the system disclosed and claimed by 
Applicants is a distributed database system that includes database systems, each one of which 
has a query engine and can execute its own queries, as opposed to Bogantz' database system 
with multiple databases, there is no need in Applicants' system for a separate database querying 
system that executes queries for all of the database systems. Indeed, a separate database 

20 querying system makes no sense whatever in a distributed database system whose component 
database systems are designed to be geographically distributed. Bogantz' database provisioning 
system 104 is similarly a strong indication that Bogantz system is a database system with a 
plurality of databases, and there is similarly nothing in Applicants* distributed database system 
corresponding to Bogantz' database provisioning system 104. 

25 

The fact that Bogantz discloses a database system with a plurality of databases rather than a 
distributed database system that includes a plurality of database systems is by itself enough to 
render independent claims 5 and 15 patentable over Bogantz; however, as would be expected 
from the differences between a system that is a single database system with a plurality of 
30 databases and a system that is a distributed database system that includes a plurality of database 
systems, Bogantz' database system cannot perform the method steps of Applicants' claim 5 and 
does not include the request analyzer and redirector of claim 15. 

Beginning with claim 5, at the simplest level, the first method step of the claim, at lines 6 and 7, 
35 requires that "the execution of the request [be] preferably done at least in part in another 
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database system of the plurality". As set forth above, there is neither a "particular database 
system" nor an "other database system" in Bogantz. 

At the next level, if Bogantz' databases are taken to be Applicants' database systems, as 
5 Examiner does in his interpretation of claim 5 on page 3 of the final Office action, then 
Bogantz f s databases must "determine whether the execution of the request is preferably done at 
least in part in another [database] of the plurality". They in fact do no such thing. A database in 
Bogantz 1 system always executes every request it receives from database querying system 106 
(FIG. 2). As is clear from the discussion at col. 6, line 51, through col. 7, line 9, when Bogantz' 

10 provisioning system 104 is updating a record in the plurality of databases, provisioning system 
104 gives one of the databases the new value first. It sets the records in the other databases to 
indicate that an update is going on by writing a pointer to the database that is updated first to the 
record. When a record that has thus been marked as being updated is queried, the database 
returns the pointer to database querying system 106, which then redirects the query to the 

15 database that was updated first. The only difference between a query to a record that is not 
being updated and a query to one that is being updated is that the database returns the pointer to 
the database that was updated first to database querying system instead of the record's value. 
Bogantz 1 redirection thus has more to do with the prior art "redirection links" described at page 
9, line 1 of Applicants 1 specification than with the claimed "determining whether the execution 

20 of the request is preferably done at least in part in another database system of the plurality". 
Redirection links are expressly distinguished from Applicants' redirection techniques at page 14, 
line 18-page 15, line 2 of Applicants' Specification. 

Continuing with the second method step, at lines 8 and 9, again, there is no "other database 
25 system" disclosed in Bogantz, and consequently, redirection to an "other database system" is not 
disclosed. Further, if Bogantz 1 databases are taken to be Applicants' database systems, as 
explained above, when a database in Bogantz' system receives a query to a record that is being 
updated, it returns the pointer to the database that was first updated to database querying system 
106, which then uses the pointer to redirect the query to the database that was first updated. 
30 The database thus does not "redirect that part of the execution to the other database system", as 
required by the claim. 

In summary, then, if it is agreed that Bogantz' databases are not Applicants' database systems, 
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then Bogantz does not anticipate claim 5; if that premise is not accepted and the claim is read as 
though Bogantz 1 databases are Applicants' database systems, then Bogantz does not perform the 
method steps set forth in the claim. As Examiner will immediately see, the arguments made 
with regard to claim 5 apply mutatis mutandis to claim 15 as well. 

5 

The dependent claims 

As Examiner understands, if independent claims 5 and 15 are not anticipated by Bogantz, 
neither are claims 5-7, 10-14, 16, and 19-24, which are all dependent from either claim 5 or 
claim 15. Examiner's rejections of claims 6 and 19, 7 and 16, 10 and 20, 1 1 and 21, 12 and 22, 
10 13 and 23, and 14 and 24 are the same as the ones made in the Office action of 1/10/2005, and 
Applicants believe that after reading the foregoing discussion of claims 5 and 15, Examiner will 
agree that claims 6 and 19 and 7 and 16 are patentable in their own rights over Bogantz for the 
reasons set forth in Applicants 1 response of 3/10/05. 

1 5 The rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103 

These rejections all combine Bogantz with additional references to obtain all of the limitations 
of the dependent claim being rejected. Since Bogantz does not show all of the limitations of the 
claims from which the rejected claim is dependent, Examiner has not made his prima facie case 
of obviousness and the rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103 are without foundation. 

20 

Claims 8 and 17 

Additionally, with regard to claims 8 and 17, the added limitations are that "the request includes 
an SQL statement" , that "the form required for execution is a cursor" and that "the cursor is 
marked for redirection". All that Taylor discloses about any of this is the following: 

25 

[0171] Database 801 is an SQL database, which may be generated by any of a 
number of commercially available applications (e.g., Oracle). In Database 801, 
User Column 802 contains names or other identifiers corresponding to users 
who have data stored in the database. Password Column 803 contains a 
30 password for each of the users listed in User Column 802. Data Fields 804 

contain data, also corresponding to the user listed in the corresponding field in 
Column 802. Again, Database 801 is simplified for purposes of illustration, 
since multiple records of data might be associated with each user. 

35 Consequently, Examiner has not made his prima facie case with regard to claims 8 and 17. 
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Claims 9 and 18 

The added limitations here are that the request "includes a call to a procedure object" and "the 
call is rewritten in the form required for execution as a remote procedure call directed to the 
5 other database system." The total disclosure concerning these limitations in Souder is the 
following: 

Typically, remote accesses between nodes are performed using a 
conventional data manipulation language such as SQL or other conventional 
protocol. Alternatively, the remote database can use a remote procedure call 

10 (RPC) to activate a data access procedure on the local database in a 

synchronous RPC context. In a synchronous context, the remote database 
waits for the RPC to finish before completing the transaction. An RPC can 
also be used to queue a request on the local system in an asynchronous RPC 
context. In an asynchronous context, the remote database does not wait for 

15 the RPC to finish before completing the transaction. The use of a remote 

procedure call is well known to those of ordinary skill in the art. 

There is nothing whatever here about rewriting a call to a procedure object as a remote 
procedure call, as required by the limitations. Consequently, Examiner has not made his prima 
20 facie case with regard to claims 9 and 18. 

Conclusion 

Applicants have amended their Specification to overcome Examiner's objection thereto and 
demonstrated at greater length that what Applicants are claiming is "a distributed database 

25 system that includes a plurality of database systems" and that Bogantz cannot reasonably be 
understood to disclose such a distributed database system. Applicants have also demonstrated 
that, as one would expect in this situation, the bodies of independent claims 5 and 15 contain 
method steps or apparatus components that are not disclosed in Bogantz and consequently are 
not anticipated by the reference. Since Bogantz does not anticipate Applicants' independent 

30 claims, Examiner has also failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with regard to 
his rejection of claims that are dependent from claims 5 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. 103. 

This response has amended the Specification as required by Examiner. The further 
argumentation presented herein is in rebuttal of Examiner's Response to argument and could 
35 not have been presented earlier because Examiner's Response to argument was not earlier 
known to Applicants. This response thus meets the requirements of 37 C.F.R. 1.116 and 
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30 



35 



Applicants respectfully request that Examiner enter the response and allow the application. No 
fees are believed to be necessary for this amendment. Should any be, please charge them to 
deposit account number 501315. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Attorney of record, 

10 Gordon E. Nelson 

57 Central St., P.O. Box 782 
Rowley, MA, 01969, 
Registration number 30,093 
Voice: (978)948-7632 

15 Fax: (866)-723-0359 
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